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One of the outgrowths of the student counter~culture of the late

1960's and 1970's was the emergence of a specifically educational

N v
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counter—-culture that found a following among members of college and uni—

o

versity faculties. After peaking in 1971-72, the student protest move—.;

Raa

ment rapidly subsided in step with the nation's progressive disengagement
- ' = . % ’ -
P from t w'V etnamese war, culminating in the abolition of military con-

scription. But as war and militarism declined s dominating issues pro—

. . . - P
- . . 7

voking campus unrest, counter-culture assaults on’the structure of higher ' g .

. N ~
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education-sharpened.- Indeed a more or 1ess coherent "radical" ideology

¥4 N

of education seemed to have taken root on the nation S campuses, findingn

P

& widespread receptivity among faculty members as well as among students.

7 « The experience of The University of New Mexico, the-site of the

’ ' e *
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, investigation reported here, was undoubtedly;fairly typical of the ex~
- I . .
Xperience f many state colleges #nd universities. In the wake of the
\ . . v
ggudent/pounter—culture, faculties tended to become polarized between

v Sorvone

rd

tn%se defending traditional academic practices and standards and those

TN S R

—————

taki g/an "anti-establishment” stand. The struggle between these tno

ideologlcal tendencies became manifest in the course of frequent and o P

often arcimonicus debates in faculty bodies around such issues as grading :
°

i prdctices, academic regulations, curriculum requirements, student parti-

cypation'in governance, tenure and promotidn policies, etc. In the course

/
oé‘such debates in faculty meetings, in committees, and in other campus

orums, an identifiable "radical" faction in the\faculty emerged, with

spokesmen of this faction often articulating eloquent ideological justi-

~
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fications for their poritions on academic issues.
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1960's and 1970§s'was the emergenceé of a specifically.educational
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One of the oytgrowths of the \student counter-culture of L:e late

‘

'
]

counter—culture !that found a followﬁng smong members of college and uni-
. - o i :
versity facult#@$. After peaking iq 1971-72, the student protest move-
o
ment rapidly §ub§ided ir step with éhe nation's progressive disengagement

from the Viefnamese war, culminating in the abolition of military‘pbn-,

P~

scription. /But as war and militarism declined as dominating issues pro-~

, A
voking cagpus unrest, counter—cul;uge assaults on the structure of higher

{ o ‘ .
sharpened. Indeed, a,mo%e or less coherent "radical" ideoloyy
k] . . .
. , - . - | . .
of education seemed to have taken reot on the nation's campuses, finding

widespread receptivity among faculty members as well as among studeuts.
/ \

The experience; of The University of New Mexico, the sitée of the
! . . .
investigation reported here, was undoubtedly fairly typical of the ex~

périence of many state colleges and universities. 1In .the wake of the

t

] , .
tudent counter—culfure, faculties tended to become polarized betwcen
- i .

those defending traditional academic practices and standards and those

2

taking an "anti—esﬁablishﬁent" stand. The struég;e between these two
. ; '
ideological tendeq%ies became manifest in the course of frequent and

often arcimonious/debates in faculty bodies around such issues as, gradingl
;{

practices, acéde ic regulations, curriculum requirements, studeiit parti-
. j l

H
/ ,
cipation in governance, tenure and promotion policles, etc. 1In the course
4 ‘

' X . '
of such debates in faculty meetings, in committees, and in other campus
7 . /
: ;

[ .
forums, an iqéntifiable "radical" faction in the faculty emerged, with

spokesmen ofitﬁis faction often articulating eloquent ideological justi-'

fications f;r their positions on academic issues.
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The emergence ‘of this "radical" faction and its pattérn of behavior

fits rather neatly Smelser's definition of collecti?' behavior: "an unin-
I ’ N ‘ ) .
stitutionalized mobilization for action in order tbim'dify one or more kinds
of strain on the basis of a generalized reconstructio;\of a component of
action." (Smelser, 1962:71). Smelser proposed a bizgial conceptual scheme

|

consistiné of four hierarchically ordered component% of social action:

; -

j .
' . ! .
values, norms, role mobilization, and sityational facilities. Each of these?
\ T ~
components' is itself seen as comprising levels of Epécification, ranging
. . - - - (-

from highly\genefal to concretely specific aspectg. In thié*scheme, higher
.order\éomponents always determine lower order coTponepts (e.g., values deter-
mine norms, nof;s‘;etermine roles, etc.) and thﬁﬂmdfé general “gspects of
components determine'the more specific ;spects./lHowever,\determination from
specific to mére general le;els and from 1o@er7ordgr to highgr;order com-
ponents is always problematigﬁi. Strain\p;/dﬁéoréér 3t any’point in this
system stimulates efforts to reconstitute one/or mo}e higher levels and/or

components in order to cope with the strain jat a lower level and/or lower
order component (Smelser, 1962:23-78). Ac ording to Smelser,

Collective behavior involVves a generalization to a high-~ ~

level component of action. Like many,other kinds of be-
havior, it is a searg@ for solutions to conditions of

strain by moving to a2 more gen/ralized level of resources.
(Smelser, 1962:71) o /

Smelser goes on to characterize the "critical feature" of collective

behavior as follows: _ ' L

¢

i
¢

1 Having defined the high~level component, people do not
proceed to specify, step by step, down the line to re-
constitute social action. Rather, they develop a belief
which "short-circuits" from a very generalized component

. directly to the focus of strain. (Smelser, 1962:71)

’

!
;
\
!
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1
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Thus, collective Lehavior "...compresses several levels of the

!

camponents of action into a single belief, from which specific soldtions
i ‘ .

\ .

4 1y

arE expected to follow" (Smelser, 1962:71).
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Altn&dgh our empirig study may be situatéd in this paradigm of

Q .-

collertgée behavior)/only a few aSpects of bﬁe[more comprehens1ve para-

3

/i !
‘digm 37e directly/utilized. We were specifically interested in specify-. °

ing faktors redicting receptivity to anti-traditional or "radical' edu-
- // . N
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~

{ ’ .
catio :l/values on the part of uniyersity faoulty members. The ultimate

sourc

of strains in thé university system may be taken, for our Eurposes,

. as,established historically. Perhaps the most important historical in-~

i
T R TR

téusions disrupting ‘the traditional equilibrium of the university system

/ ) ’
s
/

were associated with the explosive groyth of enrcllments during the decade

s

" of the 1960's. This rapid growth brought with it_a need for rapidly“ex-

4

panding faéulties, and hence, for a time, greatly expanded ‘career oppor-

. . .
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tunities in the-academic system; it also gave rise to a vigorous student

b

- counter-culture, associated with major episodes of ,collective behavior on

) 4 W,
the nation's campuses and the intrusion of studedt power and student ‘con-

k4

stitiencies in the university political arena. After 1971, h0wever,‘the‘
i A

i - 4

student counter-culture began to wane, and, more sigrificantly-for our
1 .

o rawd R,

P

problem, the academic employment market began to show signs of severe and

*

\ L ) .
prolonged constriction. Thus,\Rhe inflated career related expectaticns

\

that had been struotured by the previous period of expansion Wwere now
thredtened by an inhospitable employment scene and, for many, by uncertainty

.

* about the future of the university employment presently held. s
These developments'creared considerable ambiguity, ‘to use Smelser' s
. terms, at the ;evel7f"situational facilities." We reasoned that anxieties
induced by this ambiguity would be most acute for those facu ty most mar-
ginally situated withAreSpect to.such faéilities as tenure, rank, longevity
or senority in academic emp loyment, and career cir%%mstances. However, these
s,tuationally induced anxieties might still have little potential for in=-

ducing collective behavior responses at the level of values and norms so long

-

6.
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'as there fas still confidence in cop\ng with the ambiguous situation by i /ﬁ %

recourse 'to the mobilization componert, the next higher-order component i
f

of a¢iion in Smelser's scheme. Withlrespect to mobilization, a critical |
i

variable would be the perceived potency of the faculty, as opposed to ! /

[
|
dministraters, regents, and externa& authorities, in university govern- |
’ 1
!

ance and policy making. A perceptign of faculty impotence in the matrig//
of power and declsion—maklng in the university would most directly trigger )

a generalization of anxieties to the level of values, ize., the impatlcnt
. . H

1 academic values .
. f

. . ] .
governing the system seen as the source of anxieties. Given the histori-~-

/

., cally structured, ambiguity “%nd uncertainty in the univérsity system .dlluded

leap to the adoption of values hostile to the tradition

to above, marginally situated faculty could be expected to feel very,re-

mote from the sources of power affectlng their destini s and to see Lhe
I '
faculty collectively as relatively impotent in the policy and decision-
. ) - t |
making arena. By this reasoning, the causal linkage of marginal situation

a

to radical academic valuec should be indirect and mediateohby a senge'of

faculty powerlessness, which would imbly a feeling of Personal powerless-

%

ness as well.
A

The Causal Model

In the causal model formulated for purposes of empirical investiigation,
- ‘\ N . b
the causal variables reflecting situational factots of' faculty members were
Y .

academic longevity (years of academic employment), fe%tige of the flaculty

member's field, schola;ly productivity, cateer conti uity (orderly versus

disorderly employment histories), tenure status, and faculty rank. |Together

-

with perceived potency of the facultyy-the pivotal intervening vari%ble,

and academic value orientation, the pivotal endogenous variable, thése

" situational variables were ordered in a causal scheme. Longevity, prestige

cs s, v ety e i
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of field, and c

1

variablesy
. {.

U
S

ordered as follows:
v ]

, }

potency, academic value or entation.

| i

eer continuity were considered the ptimal exogenous
. \

H

ith the sequedce of dependency of the remaining variables

|

produ tiv1ty,itenure, rank, perceived faculty

While more of the impact of

situational variables on acaﬂemlc values orientation was expected to

'
vt

be mediated by perception of\faculty notency, the model also allowed for

§

unmediated direct effects of situational varlabies.
. y ;

Dirdct influences

i

of social milieu and peer refefence groups might be pxpected‘to produce

l
some unmediated effects on valLe orientation.

-

For pbrpoées of path

analysis, the model was therefoare fully recursive eicept;for the omission

J

of any .ausal linkage of presti&efof field to tenure andLrank.

t
-
Data and!Methods \ |-

"\.

.means of 5 mailed questionnaire Turvey of a systematic (pth interval)

- . . A ‘ . \ :
F \ [ ’
N . - Fe) \ 4 /

o e

Dataito test the causal mod£1 described above were obtained by ) ]

] f
: , | o U
samﬁle off University of New Mexic? faculty members Hn the Spring of 1973.1 \
‘ 5 ! . [/
The original sample consisted of 181 faculty members 116 of whom ﬁeturned
W
Of the 365percent not responding, abouL half were

usable Quesﬁionnaires.

on 1eave from the University or cdu&d not be reachéd for other reasons.?2
B \ : : .

. Measurement of faculty memberF\ academic values orientationl the~y
: &
| X
o)

\ |
pivotal endogenous variable in the model was accompllshed by means of a-

\
i
3

six-step Guttman scale of compositd items, i.e., an:''H-scale" of the type

x . |
developed by Stouffer (1962,Chap 4)L Each composite item consists of
. . ~ \
three distinct attitude items displaying similar, marginal frequencies of 1 \

. #

thei:. scores. Based on an item analysis, agreement—disagreement ratings N

/ ' , L *
on the original items were .dichotomized into scores of-0 or 1, and then
. \ o
\ . * . ';
the composite items were scored 0 or.] depending on t?e majority of O of 5,

. b - . Y
1 scores among the constituent items of the composite Set.

S

\

|
i
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) anyope's contribution is just as wvalid

The scores on composite items were then‘scaled using the Guttman method. &he Py
final scale counsisted of 13 original aLnidnde ﬁtems grouped into five com- ./4/

P site_scale items, with each of two o;iginal 1tems appearing with different
cutting points éﬁ two cdmposite items. %?ese i' items con81stea Lof idgplogical N

propositions or value-loaded beliefs to which re pondents could indicate degrees

/

of a;re:meyt or disagreement. An attempt was made to formulate ideological or

value-loaded statements which reflected thyée underlying themes differentiating
traditional ando%adicai acadgmiﬁ values; tﬁésg thﬁces are: (1) professionalism
» . . - ) \ ’ .

2 - RN .
versus radical egalitarianism, "(2) objectivity versus, political commitment, and

2
* . N

3) positivism versus pe}sonaliSm s RECRANE S i . N
° \u

The first of. these themes counterposeq bhe gadncal s egalitarian position

».‘ K

on competency to the c0mpetitive and stratlfied erigocracv of the traditional

/
-
+

academy. In the traditional academy, ;he acquisitio%\bf a body of knpwledge
N

~ . !

and technical skills is considered the-foundation of profe351onalism and the

proper basis for claims to competence. fhe rodical p?sitlon den1es the legi—

i ~

‘timacy of Lhis differentiation and certification on the ba51s of technical and

v
' Ly

knowledge mastery and, instead, maintains that competence in communication and
. \ )
[ ,
criticism of a body of knowledge is not limited to any specially certified group.
. ; . |
The radical envisions the university as a "learning combunity" of"equals, much

-

}

. \ .
like a sensitivity group where leaders\:nd follow?rs aré undifferentiated and where
. 3 ' y‘ .

. [N
s that of .anyone| else. '

\

. .. |
In a general sense, the second themg expresses a dichotomy between science
"« , ‘\ ‘
as the objective search for truth and'sc\ence as ideology. The radical position -
. 1

‘owngrades or de¥nies the premise that valid knowledge rests upon impersonal methods

. . . . | R
of verification, and instead, views the estiblished enterprise of science and

v

education as the ideological weapon of a rul&ng class or privileged elite. For

them, the good society will not come about as\a result of khe growth of objective

'&




/ . . : . ,
kndWledge, but rathet will come from the "..... etermined wil% of men of

‘ \
convictions about the best social structure (Carnegie Comnission, 1973:85).

/

In this view, human problems can be deglt with onily by politlcil reconstructlon,
knowledges and "truths" are therefore political weéapons of eithbr the old or new
otdeTsy S \ : E )

N \ —
2 ~. \ " \ . -(M T
: —The third theme, positivism versus personalism, focuses on the .pedagogica

—rT

. . ' : \
methods by which knowledge is,:aught. Tne traditio aI’position is that, since

human behavior is patterned and socially organized, . nere are‘universali¥tic

Al

\

criteria by which the performances‘of indlviduals ca

\

be judged In conérast

the radicals deny the validity of universaﬂistic crit ria and insist on res-—

1

|

: . \
L — pécting the dlffusg totality of personal experience.
; . ' |
/ ‘\ {
unique, creative aspects of human behavior cannot be c ptured by standardized

\

tests or judged by specific criteria. ‘The application|of standardized and uanti-
\

fied criteria to human beings, therefpre, is not only inadequate, it is ill giti—

They hold that the

/

/

mate. While the academic traditiona ist 1151Sts on impersonal evaluation of

specific- educational performances and capacities, the radical nolds that edyﬁ// '////
cation should facilitate the g f—realizatlon of the diffuse individual potential

To the extent that indidatoys of these themes dis layed interna%/tonsist%ncy S

, N . // \

and reliably ordered faculty respondents on a continuu, there was, reason to

. assume that we had tapped a dimension of ideological orientation, which is deJ

-t

fined by Ladd and Lipset (1975:38) as consisting of a "....quasilogically inter~

fe}ated system of ideas:'" Elaborating by means of e'/mile, they liken ideology to
™~ .

~—

. .a patchwork quild in which the individual/policy items are the !
patches. . Liké a quilt, .an ideology is more thén the sum of its patches;
it is the patchés bound together--'"constrained"--in a specified" and
ordered arrangement. (Ladd and Lipset, 1975:38).

l
|
Although no precise mix was achieved, all three value themes discussed abole

s

were reflected to some degree in the 13 items incorporated into the Academic, Values

(

i\

scale.3 As ‘11lustyated by the two items reproduced below, some of the items arje in

. | i

10 \




:the fsrm of ideologiéally loaded beliefd and others are straightforward

ideological propositlons,
‘l\\

| The hlerarchical systea of tenure is an elicist distinction whose
‘ real purpose is to protect the academic power structure:
) The university should be viewed primarily as a learning community
. —of equals and a3 model of human relations for a better society.

1 \ T

I% is interesting that all but one of the items in the best scale obtained
%om the original battery of 22 items were statements of radical beliefs-
iparently, reSpondents could orient themselves to statements articulating &
ti-establishment positions more consistently-than to expxess{;ns of J~
/

raditional values. Upoh Eeflection, this should not be todfsurprising,

N

since long established valles and 1deogoglcal positions are known and
/ accepted imglicitlgg they are taken for grahted in tﬁ; normal course of ;
| events, until brought into focus by the challenge qf/contrédictor§ values.
; A S _
/ The scale was originall] debei%ped from respénses gptained from a

/ selected sa@ple of graduate A¢Udent§ whose idgéiogica;lpositions on the

\

\ B , <

\ ! radical-traditional axis were\known.\ When the scale was‘applied to .res-
. 3 ,‘ \ I

\ ponses obtained in the faculty surveﬂ, the s¢ale reproducibility was a

’

surprisingly h}gh 98 percent. v

1 H
'

-

“ /
Data on faculty members’' pergéptton of faculty power in university
affairs was obtained by responses to the following question: .

Do you feel that faculty members have an adequate voice in
university decisions and policies?

|

\
Responses were coded as more than adequate, adequate, or less than adequate.

s

Taken at face value, responses to this question indicate the faculty member's

perception of the tsllective capacity qf the faculty to influence ana control
the university énvironment, but it woulé also tend to reflect the respondent’'s
senge of his'own potency for mobilizing=faculty reséurces in coping with
teqsions and uncertaintiss in his universﬁty envirorment. In any cacz, a

‘ \
11

*




-9~

perception .of poherleSSness of the faculty collectively implies

AY

\
- .
that the respondent himself feels powerless to exert control over his
) i .

university situat}oﬁv

- \ -3
Turning to the %itqational variables of the model, faculty members'
) . T i
current tenure status\and academic rank were yxeadily aScertained. Pro-
ductivity was measure% by means of a weighted index of the number df
7/

.

| .
papers presented ac pr@fessional meetings, articles and monographs in
i

g professional publicati&ns, and scholarly books published. Academic
. ! i

1 ' . ‘
loqgevity was measured %n terms of the number of years of employmernt in

faculty ranks, Prestige of the faculty member's field was measured by a
scof@ reflectiﬁg the rank order position of the faculty member’s field in,
) f
. . {
a distribution o%_mean anaual salaries of teaching faculty in 18 academic.

fields (Dunham, et.al.,[1966:171). / !

s .
S .
The measurement of the remaining variable, career continuity, in-
e e f
. / ) ,
{§ lved some somewhat more complex operations. The career patterns of

i
fadulty members were podéa as: “'relatively orderly" or "reléiively dis~

ordexly," using a sorewhat modified version 6f the coding scheme given by

. / '
. Wilensky (1961:524-52%). Following Wilensky, a downwardly mobile work-

S—

life or \{disorderly career was defined as a pattern of either fuﬁztidﬁaiiy

n0n~rq}ét jobs and/or a non-hierzrchical scquence of jobs. An orderly
" career was ¥efined as a succession of functionally r;}nsed jobs and/or
educational 1 vg}s through which the person moved in an ordered hier-~
| aréhical sequen ég Data on respondents’ work and educational histories,

from the time of graduation from high school, were evaluated by two

independent coders agplyiug these criteria. The North-Hatt occupational

prestige scale was usel

to assess hierarchical ranking of occupations,

4

[

and determination of recYyprocity of occupation. and education was based on



i et e

-10-

“Whethar skills or experience’ gained in one area were related to sub- l @f

- \—v" o "

sequent-jobs- or—education

Although career continuity is not a variable reflecting situation, . = -

» 7
. Tu o v

¢

in the university or academig system~in~quite the.same sense. as..the
& . i . N .

S ]

other indepeﬁ&ent variahles, it does serve to distinguish those having a

~

oo ‘
N
o dutaA S B R,

, rathér tenuous or precarious career hold in the academic system from those

.
&

’

L

who have experienced a more or le$s unbroken succéssion of successes up.
A ’ ' .
| . . . N _
the ‘established career laddér. Wilensky (1961) found that persons with
7’ orderly careers are more Socially active, are better integrated into

. LR N A
o Jelsae e len s strad

\ ’ . c -~ .

~ .
N - = . R}
. . A . .

; social networks,\and experience'greater social rewards. We bould,there-
! . - N

fore éxpect that faculty members wlth orderly careers would ténd to Te-

RN TS

gard themselves and their cc\leagues as efficacious in university affairs
[ \\ . H - R - :\

: and to be supportive of the valueswand norms of the system that rewards - -

P4 »

e

R )
. ¥

*

. them.” Those with marginal career h1stories on the other “hand, would be : ir

- \ -

\
"W“ A
W abisdy Eai ten H B v

RSN
§ 1T ey sy

more ltkely to feel rather powerless and be more open to a radical recon-

- N -
Sy i -~

Stitution of the values governlng the academic. system.x ) : 2

.
g
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~ - ANALYSIS 7" - CE .

° . ' -

The correlation ccefficients shown in Table 1 provided -the basic data;

BTl FOWE AL- T

* for a path analysis of the model propose& ahbve.a' Iniﬁ§ally3 a fully re-

Pugt
PR _ -

¥
2

cursive model, with the variables sequenced in the manner described earlier,

N - -

was analyzed‘With a view to trimming and simplifying the model. All paths

o

in the fully recursive system»whose coéfficients failed to exceed the one-

§ g tail 10 Ievel of statistical 31gnificance were, trimmedﬁirom the model
: . l;' \" 4r~~ ~ :
: . Including the two paths on. theoretical\ rounds at the outset, a total of :
; o 7} . . ~ \ ' . :
11 paths were deleted.

- ~ : EH

y , - [

With these paths trimmed, the revised model was Znaiyzgﬂi\ff\fijii.’
in Figure 1, of " ‘edi e

The recomposed of "model predicted"' zero-order correlation

are shown in the second column of Table 1. A summary of effects of the

13
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. TABLE 1:™“OQLSERVED AND MODEL-PREDICTED CORRELATIONS

ACADEMIC LONGEVITX/with

PRESTIGE OF FIELD ~-.159
CAREER CONTINUITY .217

PRESTIGE OF FIELD with
B .
CAREER CONTINUITY . .326

\\
B : T Observed Recomposed
. Correlation Correlation
ACADEMIC VALUES with ~
© FACULTY POWER 813 .813
FACULTY -RANK .233 .233
PRODUCTIVITY : .263 .229%
TENURE STATUS - 429 <433%
LONGEVITY .429 429
PRESTIGE OF FIELD S, 232 .191%
CAREER CONTINUITY .547 .551
FACULTY POWER PERCEPTION with
© FACULTY RANK S .319 .329%
TENURE STATUS ; - 491 .487
PRODUCTIVITY ',x .235 .267%
“LONGEVITY, - / Jabh YA
PRESTIGE OF FIELD ” .250 .243
CAREER LONTINUITY .580 +580
FACULTY RANK with - : _
TENURE STATUS ° h 497 .438%
PRODUCTIVITY | ~.570. .570
LONGEVITY i : £ 694 . 694
PRESTIGE OF FIELD ° -.079 ~,.063%
CAREER CONTINUITY .197 . 168%
TENURE STATUS with .
PRODUCTIVITY ~ .341 .315%
LONGEVITY ‘ .627 627
PRESTIGE OF FIELD- ~.014 ~:044*%
CAREER CONTINUITY . .282 .282
PRODUCTIVITY with
LONGEVITY .489 .489
PRESTIGE OF FIELD L077 ~ .077
CAREER CONTINUITY - .232 .163%

“‘ —

*'bathWBétween variables deleted in trimmed model.

Y
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* Academic Values scale:
low = radical orientation,
high =.traditional orizn-
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FIGURE 1: PATH DIAGRAM OF DETERMINANTS OF ACADEMIC VALUES
0RI§§TATION OF FACULTY MEMBERS
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\ TABLE 2: SUMMARY OF EFFECTS BEARING ON'PERCEPTION OF FACULTY POWER -

¥ :

X . Indirect Effects* S : . :
Independent Direct Mediated Shared with  Shared with Shared with . Recomposed Observed i
Variable effects by TENURE LONGEVITY PRESTIGE/FIELD CAREER GONTIN. _Spurious € rrelation Correlation :
RANK ek | VA I
TENURE ..230 - , 257 ¢« 487 491
PRODUCTIVITY ———- & 3

. 267 <267 .235

LONGEVITY 235 137 -.025 .097 ' o ® A C 444
PRESTIGE OF FIELD' 156 T -.059 .146 N . 243 .250

CAREER CONTINUITY .414 .035 .081 051 . \ .581 ~.580°

~

* Mediated effects are causal indirect effects. Shared effects reflect correlation with another exogenous \
variable; shared effects mediated by tenure-are included in the accounting for shared effects.

#* Path deleted in model érimging. ‘ - )
A ;

-

.o ‘- &i“ ’ o . ) i

~
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5 -7 j . TA?LE 3: SUMMARY OF EFFECTS BEARING ON ACADEMIC -VALUES ORIENTATION §

: - \ . . . Indirect Effects A %

: i , . ~ . !

L .+ Independent \Direct Mediated by Shared effeqtsb Other 6 Recomposged Observed | §

: . ‘'Variable ffects FAC-POWER® via ‘FAC-POWER indirect Spurious correlation correlation i

R FACULTY POWER \}.701 S ' C o 112, L83 813 - 4

FACULTY RANK +.150 . : .383 " .233 2233, o)
. ' . " ' ' N e~

- TENURE STATUS —d .161 ~ ’ 'i\"‘ 22 .433 429 -

: PRODUCTIVITY ~ ---¥ o : CLo-0es N\ .275 L2209 263

d ' . . \ ) s ) E

. LONGEVITY ©L198 . 260 .051 .- -.076 ., .429, 429 ?

PRESTIGE OF FIELD et .109 .062 L~ W021 192 .232 ‘

- : ) . ' e . - f

CAREER CONTINUITY .128 .314 .092 - ‘76 7 . ‘ <551 - T 547 :

KV . ~ - // A :

y ) .

. 8 Sum of indirect causdl effects of exogenous variables on Academic Values as mediated by perception of :

- faculty power, including effects also mediated by Tenure,/ ' )

b Sharéd effects reflect correlation with another exoé@ﬁbdﬁ variable; all such effects that are mediated by :

perception of Faculty Power are summed.

) ' (; r
€ Sum of all indirect effects not mediated by perception of Faculty Power and not defined by the model
"~ as spurious. . . .
' : \

d Path deleted in model trimming. - .

I \) ‘ . . 2U ‘ ,*?
CERIC 19 - . | SN
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Career Continuify accounting/for half of the.total explaine veriance.

" in perceptions of faculty power. It wmight be noted that some participa— o

sity committees, did not prove out.

o N pf s aean bt

-11- - o
\Q \\—-——¢

independent variables is presented in Tables Z\and 3.\ The results

of the- analysis of the trimmed model showed that two- hirds of the var-

H

i

iance in Academic Values was accounted for, As expect,d perception of

e

Productivity and Rank. Nearly half of the variance of pe ceived Faculty.

I T R e T

A
\
~

.

The fact that perceived Faculty ‘Power accounts for more ‘than 80 percent
Y

of the large explained variance in Academic Values, but with much less ¥ !

. \ :
of its’ own variance accounted for by the situational variables, sug- : o 1

J

gests a possible weakness in the model. Evidently other variables . !
4 i ’

w
"
o ¥

reflecting si*uation or perhaps participation n tPe "academic system

- ./ -, . ‘—.;

would be required to render a more satisfactory\accounting for variation

tion variables on which we did collect data, spch as service on univer-

AN :
We were also somewhat perpl&xed by the behavior of some of the situ-~

ational variables. Productivity, for example, was found to have virtually
no effect on either Tenure or on perception of Faculty Power, ond only a

relatively wodest effect on Rank. Tenure, in turn, had no appreciatle

" direct effect on Rank, since both Rank and Tenure are both strongly

-

related to a common antecedent variable, Longevity. Furthermore, contrary
to our initial expéctations, Raunk did not produce the same kinds of effects
as Tenure and Longevity; Rank proved to have virtually no effect on percep-

tion of Faculty Power and produced a weak but nevertheless a very Jefinite
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inverse effect on Academic Values. In other words, there ap%ears to
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Y

be actually a slightly increased probability of embracing radical
lues the higher one's academic rank, without any implicatipns
.of féelings of powerlessness or situational an%iety. Wer werejﬂndéed

|
aware of specific cases of secure and prestigiops full professors playing
a prominent role in the radical faction on our own campus, but E&pression-

! i '
i m \ \

istically ‘these éxamples seemed 1solhted and not indicative of any general
* N b

N -

tendency. l . - .
Since Rank is itself so heavzﬂy depend - ‘on Longevity, the results °

present us with the curious picture of Longevity simultaneously exerting

[ e

a positive influence on Academin#alues botn directly and indirectly
!
: |
through Tenure and Faculty Power, but a small inverse _effect on Academic

Values when mediated by Rank._

Apart from this minor anamoly, however, the causal picture is clear.

Perception of Faculty Power3 i.e., the perceived»potential of faculty role

mobilization for coping with problems in the university environment is
ﬁionditioned*hy the faculty member's longevity in academic employment, hie
career continuity: his tenure status, and, though of lesser importance,

the relative prestige of his academi¢ field. Receptivity to radical

. academic ideology is therefore shown to be heavily contingent upon the

—'”"I‘

, faculty member's lack of faith in the COllective’faculty s capacity to

P

significantly influence academic policies and decisions, which perception
implies a feeling of personal powerlessness in the academic setting as well.
This sense of powerlessness is, in turn, contingent to a considerable degree

upor: marginality with respect to'certain facilicies important in the academ-—

‘d

ic system, such as being a relatively new arrival in the system, probationary

status (no tenure), being in a relatively lcw prestige field, and having a
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/
* xather chequered or dieorderly career history. As our résults show, \
‘ . /- . ) .
| ~with the exception of the anomolous effects of Kank referred to above, \\\

only Longevity and Career Continuity were shown to have more than

negligible direct effects on Academic Values un‘eaiated by sense of

faculty potency., The.;total picture of the indiLect effects of the

three exogenous variables is, however, éomewhat}muddied by the extent-

to which they are intercorrelated. Tne correlation between'rresttge of

. % ~ . ’
Field and Career Continuity is especially sizable with -the consequence

To= b - Y

* « that nearly half gf the decomposed effects of Prestige of Field on

' Acadenmf'c values can only be irnterpreted as ''shared" with dareer Coutinn
uity. Even:so,)ouly a trivizal loss in explained.variancegin Academic_
WVaiues can be traced to effects shared among the three.exogeuous vari-
iables add therefore not amenabieto unamiguoue causal.interpretaticn.

' Together vith Tenure, academic Longevity and Career, Continuity stand

out clearly as the principal situational vaxiables bearing on percep—

tion of Faculty,é@ver'and, through Faculty Power, on Academic Values.

Lo .9

Fdr‘purely ;ragpatic predictive purposes, certginly Productivity and
possibly Rank could be excluded from the model shown here with negligible
loss in explanatory power and a gain in simplicity. We chose to leave

r

theése -two- variables in the picture for purposes of this presentation in

order to show how little theée two factors, usually considered of such high

impprtance in academic life, are actually related to tenure status, percep™

-

tion of faculty potency, and academic ideology--at least, at one state

0
©

university.



Discussion
Theé investigation reported here has the obvious limitation of
. representing one, u?iversity only Since our survey was undertaken,

/

Ladd and Lipset (1973 1975) have published findings from.two surveys

-,

of national samples of college and university faculty members, the .
Carnegie Commission survey of 60,000 faculty members in 1969 and their
own follow-up survey cqnducted in 1972.. While the scope and focus of :

these very elaborate national surveys differed considerabiy from our

‘ ' 4

. -~ local hiniLsurvey} sxme points of comparison are worth mentioning.

The main thrust of the Ladd and Lipset:study\yas to identify factors

; . : ' R
! associated with the receptivity of faculty members to unionism and col-
g bel
lective bargaining. While faculty unionization' obviously has some ele- -

ments of collective behavior, in the sense defined by Smel¥er, it is per-

[

' haps a more pragmatic response to situational strains, in contrast to

+

the ideologically focused response of a '"radical" movement which aims at

: . , the reconstitution of the university system at the very highest level

% - of values and goals. ‘Organization for collective bargaining constitutes )
. . of -
. a more specific reconstitution/role mobilization with perhaps some modi-

. N ’

fications in the normative componént but with relatively little ramification.

at the level of values; unionization represents more a problem-solving
action than the impatient leap ‘to faith which characterizes a "movement."
/

, ' In spite of the diffetences in focus and in empirical indicators em—

- 1 rr

3

// ployed there is some congruence between our findings and those published by

, Ladd and Lipset. They found that, generally, those faculty members most

Y, :

ma”ginalLy situated indicated the greatest receptivity to unionization,

Faculty~employed in the lower tier of academe--in terms of scholar- -

|

specifically: ) ‘
ly prestige, financial resources, and econcmic benefit, and those |
= g 4 |

< .

24
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who are in the lower ranks, _.who lack tenure, and who are yobnger,

are much more likely to favor organized collective action (Ladd
and Lipset, 1975:251). ©

General ideological (politital) orientation was aiso found to be of con-

H

siderable Importance, with chose favoring unionization tending strongly

o "perceive themselves as being on the politital left, have backed

-

liberal candidates, hold liberal a;titudcg on a variety of community

1

political issues . . ." (Ladd and Lipset, 1975:251).

With respect to specifically educational and academic values, there
|

wére also some findings of the Ladd and Lip%et study that are at least

\
4 B
tangential to those of our own study. They found, for exampleé, that those

favoring unionism also tended to favor compensatory academic programs for

blacks, be sympathetic to campus activism, and wanted change in the govern-

2
>

ance system in order tb increase faculty power (Ladd and)Lipsgt, 1975:251)
However, several indicators_éongruent qith—our pérceﬁtion of faculty power
variable proved Eo be "notably less" predict;;e of receptivity to unionism
than the indicators of general ideologjcal orientation (Ladd and Lipset,
1975:256-7). |

It seems likely to us that while there is certainly a large o&erlap
between those we have charactgrizcd as academic radicals and those Ladd “and
Lipset have identified as favgrable to organizqd collective bargaining, the
potential supporters of unionlaation probably inthde many faculty members
who, though politically liberal, are still relatlvely conservative in their
academic values. On the other hand, in spite of the egalitarian thrust of
trade union ideology, unionism is pggﬁab§§too narrowly focused in its
goals and too '"bureaucratic" in its mode of operation to suit the fully
ideolcgical academic radical. This might well underlie the apparently /

blurred relationship between faculty power pusitions and academic vélges

to attitudes on unionization.

e




Footnotes

Ay

Data were collected by Suzanne Vaughn for her Master's Thesis in

sociology (Vaughn, 1975). The use of the data for the present study

invelved somé§§§t different theory and methodology than that employed
3

.

in the thesis.

2Refusals were somewhat disproportionately fr younger, faculty, some

e

~——of whom exhibited openly paranoid feavs concerning the purposes of

the survey and the uses that questionnaire information might be put.

¢

3 N -
Others cooperated only after repeated and emphatic assurances on

3 ‘.

these points. “

3Due to space limitations, a complete, description oftthe scale is not

presented here, but is‘available on request.
earson corr2lation and regression was used even though some variables

‘

are measured on ordinal rather than interval scales. Path analysis using

ordinal measures of association, following the rationale advanced by Smith

§

% (1972;1974), did not yield substantially different results.
.. ‘ #
5The eleven deleted paths are: Prestige of Field to Tenure, RanR; and

Academic values; Carcer Continuity to Productivity and Rank; Productivity

* -

to Tenure, Faculty.Power, and Academic Values; Tenure to Rank and Academic

Values; Rark to Faculty Power.
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